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* Thoever has examined all. the wild paradoxes, and particular tenets 2, + 
_ + "oft Philoſophers,: ancient and modern; will be ſenſible, that Aupi- ä 

Ai has not miſled the untbinting into more palpable ab[urdities 3 3 
I bs than an affect ation of thinking out of the common road, has betrayed. 
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1 is not my deſign byt the Susi addreſs 
either to extol, or to depreciate your vir- 
tues. Vour opinions are before the public, 
and with them only am I concerned. You 
have invited diſcuſſion, and muſt conſequently 
expect that ſentiments, delivered, with ſo much 
freedom on every important. topic of chriſti- 
anity, will in return be examined with ever 

liberty, which may conſiſt either vith the inte- 
reſts, or the love of truth. Whatever | be our 
difference of opinion on the ſubject 1 have 
undertaken to defend, I would not unneceſ- 
ſarily provoke your reſentment: but if 1 it thit 
diſcuſſion even this ſhould be unavoidable, 
you cannot expect that I thall e de- 
precate its effects. 5 e F 


* 
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Before 1 Piece sd to my principal objec it | 
theſe letters, there Are certain poſtulata, which, 
I ſhall ſubmit as introduQory,, and which 1 
almoſt perſuade myſelf will be conceded. me 
by Dr. OY 
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85 1. It is nec Sar ry 7 to the determination of 


every controverſy, that there ſhould be ſome 
general principles admitted by both parties as 


mediums of proof: if theſe cannot be aſcer- 


tained, the queſtion is'not worth determining ; 


if they can, and the diſputants from different 
motives refuſe to admit them, to continue the 


conteſt is to relinquiſh every idea of liberal 


controverſy, and in the opinion of that pub- 


lic for whom ſuch men would be ſuppoſed 


to write, muſt — into mere Prize- 
11A E J 1 | | 


: 925 1 ain, I think, 'be evident, that the data 


thus chofen to prove the ſubject, ſhould have 


as natural and as obvious a telation to it as. 
polfble. "They ſhould not be extraneo 
they muſt not be equivocal: IF they be e 


reign to the fubject, from them it can receive 


no elucitlation; if 'equiyocal, they will only 
furniſ tnaterials for the ingenuity of party to 
work upon, either 1 in the formation or defence 


ve . yſtems. But tr uth can derive. no 
tage from a de ſo conducted; 


25 Will men of ſenſe be inftruted by it 


Theſe. are my poſtulata. With regard to the 


application of them, I can hardly flatter | my- 


| ſelf that I, Thall 5 in your eſtimation be equally 
| ſuccesful, Ou theſe grounds however it 8 | 


; 
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as often as I have conſidered the ſabjea, ap- 
peared to me in a bigh degree prepoſterous to 
advert to early opinions in proof of a doctrine, 


which, from its nature, can ultimately be deter- , 


mined by the ſcriptures only. For, if the New 
Teſtament be an authentic. docen it is pro- 


fitable and ſufficient for doctrine; ; and when 


t confidered i in connection with itſelf, wall be 


fouud the beſt interpreter of its. own inten- 


tions; 4 but if on the contrary, it be : a book of 
doubtful, or of fallible authority, it requires 
but little penetration to diſcover, . that no 
opinion, ancient or modern, can ſo far change 
its character, as to give it ths. ; Exp; of 
infallibility. Ego 23 : 


L 
4 k 
1 1 0 


II Dr. Prieſtley i is n that the New 


Teſtament i is ſufficient for the determination of 


its own controverſies, his appeal to antiquity. 
to ſay the leaſt of it, was unneceſſary. but if 
he be really of opinion that it is a mutated 
and inconcluſive teſtimony ; his attempt, to 


determine its" authenticity by an authority 


itſelf generally deyout, often. fanciful, and 
fometimes even. contradiRory, i is, to adopt t 1 : 
phraſeology of a very good friend of his, at. 
the very beſt, a doubtful ſolution of doubt- 
ful doubts” . To * erioubys if the ſerip- 

A 2 _ tures 


0 Dr. Beattls. 
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Ul 


tures be ſufficient, we need not the Fathers as 
guides: if they are clear, we need hom not 


as interpreters. | 


The ſubſtance of the 888 ks 


will not, it is preſumed, be miſtaken for an 
acknowledgment, that I conſider the. ground 
of hiſtory as no longer tenable. If I thought 
- the Fathers competent to decide the important 
- queſtion, I ſhould not deſpair of finding their 


fuffrages abundantly in favour of that ſyſtem, 
for which I contend ; but really, Sir, it ſtrikes 


me as a matter of very little conſequence what 
the Fathers taught on this ſubject, while the 
validity of that ſacred record, from which nts 


profeſs to derive their opinions, is ſelf und 


termined. | Let this point once be fixed, and i i 


may then be Proper to- advert to. early opi- 
nion ; ; but till this be done, diſcuſſions of this 


nature can do little more than excite the 
ſneer 6f infidelity at an attempt (to decide 


the darines of chriſtianity) ſo manifeſtly in- 


congruous and abſurd. Nor can this be ſup- 
ſeg. to carry the ſmalleſt reflection on the 
conduQ of thoſe learned individuals who have 


thought it neceſſary to meet you on the 
ground of hiſtory. You muſt remember that 


Tou have created that neceſſity. I cannot 


better expreſs _ ideas of their conduct in 
this 
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a :-+ 


this buſineſs, than in the words of au ingenious 


author“ reſpecting the introduction of meta- 
phyſics in the ſame controverſy: The Anti- 
« trinitarians (fays he) firſt introduced meta- 
„ phyſics into the queſtion, on purpoſe to per- 
« plex it with laboured abſtractions, and ſtu- 
++ died refinements; and then the Catholics 
«+ were obliged, though reluctantly, to follow 


* them through all their mazes and windings, 


© to ſhew that the doctrine would abide the 
| ©* teſt of metaphyſics. For if ſome men's un- 

„ derſtandings, like the earth under the curſe, 
„will be fruitful of little elſe but thorns and 
„ briars to entangle and perplex; it is a duty 
„ incumbent on the labourers in the vineyard 
eto weed the ſoil, and not let the doctrine be 
ee over-run and choaked by them. 


Yours be. 


PA 


LETTER 1. 


REV. SIR, 1 


T is now time, that the attention of the chriſ. 
tian world ſhould be recalled to its only pro- 
pe r object in this controverſy: this is the 
apoſtolic teſtimony. If this be inſufficient to fix 
thoſe ideas, which it becomes us to entertain 
of the perſon of Chriſt ; I have no difficulty i in 
affirming that the ſubject muſt remain for ever 
indeterminable. With the generality of Pro- 
teſtauts. I conſider this teſtimony as infallible. 
You have taken confiderable pains to eſtabliſh ; 
the contrary doctrine; for, to repreſent the 3 
apoſtles as in poſſeſſion of no information, oO 
„Which ſecured them from the groſs miſtakes — 
and prejudices of their countrymen, is now ' 
become the argumentum palmarium of the Unita- _ 
rian ſchaol.* It is on this ground profeſſedly 
A4 „ +: Wat" 


we can ſatisfy ourſelves and others with ſaying, that they 6.8. 
apoſtles) applied the ſcriptures according to the beſt of their judgment, 
which would of courſe (without any particular interpofition, which 
does not appear to have been neceſſary in their caſe) be Biaſed by the 
mode of applying them, which was prevalent in their age and country; 

and A that coe are at liberty to judge of the propriety of all + 
| | their = 
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chat the argument from the compariſon oſ 
fcripture with itſelf, in proof of Chriſt's di- 
vinity, has by you been rejected, as utterly 
impertinent and inconcluſive. It will, there- 
fore, be neceſſary to aſcertain the real conſe- 
quence of this theory in the preſent contro- 
verſy. It brings the buſineſs between us to a 
very ſhort iſſue; if it be valid, we have been 
contending for a mere ſhadow ; but if, on the 
_ contrary, it ſhould be found a licentious attack 
on the very foundation of chriftian faith, the 
plauſible but extravagant concluſions founded 
upon it muſt fall to the ground. 
4 Will 1 to ſtate this opinion by: an 
bs example. Suppoſe the ſixth verſe of the 45th 
palm, ** Thy throne, O God, is for ever and 
< ever: the ſceptre of thy kingdom is a right 
=: oy EPs. Let this, in connection with its 
E EY pPexallel 
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their 1 as well : as z of thoſe which; are * by perſons now liv- 
ing. Theolog. Repo. vol. 4, page 22. 


And again; © as to the apoſtles, there will 2 be no great diffi- 
culty in admitting, that the great object of their miſſion did not re- 
auire any particular illumination with reſpe& to the knowledge of 

the ſcripture. z and therefore, that they would be naturally influenced 
by that mode of interpretation, which was generally pron by their 
countrymen.” And in page 442, lt is evident that the apoſtles often 
applied the ſcriptures very improperly, and with no vetter judgment, than 
their unbelieving countrymen. 


Wy I think it neceffary once for all to ſay, that * theſe eſays do 
not bear Dr. Prieſtley's name, the congruity of ſentiment, together with 
„ | internal evidences of ſtyle and mode of thinking, are ſuch as will, | 
5 9 ſufficiently juſtify my ä that he is the author. 
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parallel place in the 1ſt chap. of Heb. and 
8th verſe, be the paſſage adduced in favour of 
Chriſt's divinity; according to your hypotheſis 
there is no dependence to be placed on the 
argument, becauſe the Apoſtle, in his appli- - 
cation of this ſcripture to the Meſſiah, was 
miſled by a frejudice common among the Jews, - 
reſbecting this and other paſſages of the Old Tefta- 
ment. In this ſtatement, the principle at 
leaſt of your objection, is faithfully preferved ; 
a principle which I ſhall now proceed to 
prove, has for its object. not the emendation 
of an interpolated paſſage, nor the correction 
of ſuch caſual errors as are incident to every 
writing of antiquity, but the total demolition 
of revealed truth. If the following remarks 
be conſidered without prepoſſeſſion, ſuch I 
think, will be found the direct * of 
: our doctrine. 

1. If this objection poſſeſs any weight, it 
ariſes evidently from confounding circumſtan- 
ces, which on this ſubje& muſt be preſerved 
diſtin, and with the moſt religious exactneſs; 
1 mean the character of the apoſtles before 
and after the day of Pentecoſt. We admit 
that immediately after our Lord's death, and 
even after his perſonal interviews with them, 
tal the deſcent of the * Ghoſt, they diſco- 

15 vered 
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vered much ignorance concerning the nature 
of his kingdom. This conceſſion, however, 
will by no means juſtify the concluſion, that 
their information on this and other divine 
fubjects continued the ſame. or that they were 
governed by the ſame miſtaken views after that 
event. This concluſion ſtands in direct oppo- 
ſition to our Lord's promiſe; when He, the 
«Spirit of truth is come, he ſhalt guide you 
% into all truth. He ſhall take of mine, and 
„ ſhall ſhew it unto you.” A promife, Sir, 
which on your hypotheſis could not have been. 
fulfilled m any fenſe, which will not involye 
_ inefficiency, or palpable contradiction. You' 
have aſſerted, that all that can be learned 
from what paſſed on the day of Pentecoſt, as 
recorded in the book of Acts, is, that in con- 
*+* ſequence” of the defcent of the ſpirit on that 
day, the apoſtles and all the diſciples pre- 
<« ſent were endued with extraordinary pow- _ 
ers. But, you add, we do not find that 
their minds were enlightened in a direct 
manner at all; i. e. they had no new know- 
edge communicated to them, all their 
0 illumination which they had in confetuence 
* of it, being that which they derived from 
their o reflections or that remarkable 
event, and on the powers which they had 


88 3; heaps ee 1 hs On this reprefen- 


tation 
| #Theoloy, Repo. vol. + p page 192. 
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tation of what paſſed on the day of Pentecoſt, 
1 would offer theſe obſervations: if the deſcent 
of the ſpirit was followed by the grant of ex- 
traordinary powers, it is preſumed theſe were 
given for the confirmation of ſome truths 
eſſential to the apoſtolie miſſion. But of 
what kind were theſe truths? Were they the 
ſame, or different from thoſe ſtated by St. Pe- 
ter in his diſcourſe on that occaſion? If they 
were previouſly underſtood, it were a contra- 
diction to affirm that they were the reſult of 
their own refle&ions on that ſolemn event: if 
they were not, and your opinion that the 
«+ apeſtles had no new knowledge communi- 
e cated to them, but that all their illumination 
« was derived from their own reflections on 
„what had ſo recently happened.“. be true; 
it will I conceive be fomewhat difficult to ac- 232 
count for the variety and extent of St. Peter's 4 
knowledge in particular, unleſs by imagining a 
neu miracle. For, if the time of the morning = 
when they are ſuppoſed to have aſſembled be 
conſidered, and that St. Peter's addreſs to 
the people commenced on the third hour from 
that time; the intermediate fpace (reaſoning | 
from analogy) ſeems by far too inconſiderable 1 
to have enabled him by refection only to form 
ſo complete a judgment as he diſcovers on 
chis 9 unleſs we admit that his powers 


** 
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of refleclion were miraculouſly aſſiſted. But if re- 


courſe muſt be had to a miracle, it ſeems more 


congruous to the extraordinary nature and de- 
_ bn of that event to conclude, that it conſiſted 
in the diref communication of ſuch know- 
ledge as might perfectly qualify 1 27855 132 their 

im a W 


_— 


„With regard to 80 deſign of their miſ- 


* 3 it will not be denied, that this was to 
- inſtru the world in thoſe things which con- 


cerned Chriſt: nor is it leſs evident that the 
grand end, which providence had in view by 
the deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt, was, that they 
might be duly anointed for this ' purpoſe, 
This the promiſe of their maſter gave them 
full reaſon to expect, and indeed the import- 


ance of oY charge conſidered i in itſelf neceſſa- 
bs rily 


- 


* we A Uftinguith between an  affiſtance of F direBlicw fog the 
Holy Spirit, and an aſſiſtance of immediate ſuggeſtion. In relating 
matters of fact of which the apoſtles were eye-witneſſes, or in point- 
ing out things whereof they had a previous and competent knowledge; 
there the aſſiſtance of direction from the Holy Spirit was wanting to 

them from any error, at leaſt any material error; that they 
ſhould not inſert any falſhood, or leave out any momentous truth, 
Bot in caſes, which were plainly above their reach, ſuch as clearly 
explaining, and ſtrongly enforcing a complete unerring ſyſtem of reli- 
tous and moral truths, as diſcovering thoſe ſanctions, wvhich- eye bath 
- wot ſeen, nor ear beard, nor bath entered into the heart of man to conceive; 
in revealing myſteries and declaring things to come: an immediate 
ſuggeſtion of the Holy Spirit was requiſite to imprint theſe truths 
upon their minds, and to enable them to convey them to us: their na- 


pural abilities being unequal to the taſk, Sced's ſor, vol. 2, page 305, 
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rily required: it. But if-the; teſtimony which 
the ſpirit bore to Chriſt on this intereſting 
occaſion, left the apoſtles flill under the domi- 
nion of prejudice and miſtake concerning the 
perſon of the Meſſiah, common ſenſe will 
oblige us to conſider their qualification as 
| eſſentially deficient ; and if thoſe prejudices, 
of which they are accuſed, led them ia their 
public diſcourſes to miſapply the ſcriptures: of 
the Old Teſtament (which muſt on your hypo- 
theſis have been the. caſe in almoſt every 
inſtance). then, it will be difficult to conceive 
how ſuch conduct in the apoſtles. could conſiſt 
with the promiſe. of their maſter; unleſs we 
ſuppoſe, their leading others into error, and in a 
point too which formed no inconſiderable part 
of their miſſion, may be admitted as the ew- 
dence, that they Ems were Euided inte 
4 il. 2 SE . 
3. Nor 


* No ads important end can be 1 for the extraordinary pow- 
ers with which they were endued, but the reſcuing mankind from er- 
ror, and diſcovering to them neceſſary truth. When God deſigns the 
ond: he muſt deſign the means requiſite. to that end ; the means requi- 
lite to that end are to preſerve his inſtruments, in e his will, 
from every material miſtake; conſequently we may implicitly acqui- 
eſce i in the belief of the ſcriptures: for if there are no material miſ- 
takes it can do us no harm to believe what will no way affe ct us. 
But if there are material errors whieh may affect our happineſs, then 
God's deſign in which he embarked proved abortive; and that 
mighty apparatus, that waſte of miracles anſwered no rational end at 


all, if it did 8 this end, Viz. to reſcue them from fuld. | 


Ibid page 306. 


f 
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3. Nor will it materially help the caſe to ſay, 
that ** this promiſe of our Lord muſt be under- 
«© ſtood with great limitation, there being ſeveral 
kinds of truth, of which they were ignorant, 
and to which, therefore, this promiſe could 
not extend.” That there are certain truths 
of philoſophy and juriſprudence, of which the 
apoſtles were ignorant, or in which they were 
but imperfectly inſtructed, has not, I believe. 
ever been ſeriouſly diſputed. For it is not 
contended, that they were deſigned by provi- 
dence to act the part either of ſtateſmen or of 
philoſophers; theſe are characters, which never 
entered into the deſign of their miſſion; but 
to give teſtimony to the character and work 
of their divine maſter was its diſtinguiſhing 
_ peculiarity. To this the promiſe applied, 
and to every purpoſe, intended by this, it 
was fully commenſurate. ** He, the Spirit of 
truth, ſhall guide you into all truth,” i. e. 
into all truth relating to my. perſon and king- 
dom, for he ſhall take of mine, and ſhall - 
| 4+ſhew it unto you.” I am not now contend- 
| ing for the ſenſe E their teſtimony. N 
are even at liberty, for a moment, to un- 
derſtand it as favourable to Unitarianiſm. I 
only maintam, at preſent, that on your hypo- 
dheſis refpecting their inſpiration, this promiſe © 
could not have received its accompliſhment 
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on the minds of the apoſtles in any. ſenſe, 
which will not leave them unqualified for 
their high office ; or that is not in direct con- 


ah to the promiſe Kok 
An Wen Sir, wii TORS a man in 
ignorance, and qualifies. him to Wunder on 


thoſe very points which it was the deſign of his 
miſſion to reveal, may be a deſirable thing to 


| thoſe (if ſuch men there be) who haye ſyſtems 
to maintain in oppoſition to its authority : 


but it is not the inſpiration of the goſpel. It 


neither - conſiſts with the character of the 
Nivine Being, nor the analogy of. his dil- 
penſations to the world. He is the Father 
of lights from whom. come wy good and 
6. e Rerjes a ; x 


we do not maintain, that every word or ſentence. in the holy ſcrip- 
tures was dictated immediately by God: St. Paul might ſalute the bre- 
thien, and write for what he wanted at Troas, without any ſupernatural 
aſſiſtanee; for what men loo without any immediate impulſe from 
God; that they may certainly write, without any immediate impulſe 
from him, Nay we may make a larger conceſſion. and allow that, 
there may bo in ſcripture ſome few inaccuracies, as to the point of lan- 


guage, and other, unconcerning niceties, For! this will only prova, 
God did net 


that, where there was no extraordinary occafin to interpoſe, 


# 
— 
4. Tue 
- a. 


Fr 


think fit to interpoſe in an extraordinary manner. All, that we contend 
for, is this; that in the doctrinal and prophetical parts ot ſeripture, and 
whatever clfe was neceſſary to be revealed, the apoſtles wrote from the - 
n e of INE pn OR: to all other things, 
what 


Lois id nt bs. 
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PR The preceding are not the only confider- 5 


ations which ſtand againſt this favorite hypo- 


theſis, it being manifeſt that the Apoſtles, whe. | 


ther we regard them as infallible, or as igno- 
rant men, were not ſingular in their applica- 
tion of the ancient ſcriptures to the perſon 
of the Meſſiah. I refer particularly to thoſe 
paſſages, in the application” of which they 


appear to have eee Him as a divine 


1 * E 3 A 


As this appears to me a matter ef conſide- 
bie moment, I have ſelected an example, 
to which I would earneſtly requeſt your ſerious 
attention. The paſſage I refer to is the 1ſt 
verſe of the 110th pfalm : The, Lord Jaid unto my 


Lord, fit thou on my right hand, till I make thine enemies 
thy Footſtool. This verſe ſtands as a quotation in 
the zend of St. Matthew. T But by whom 
is this auguſt paſſage applied to the Meſ- 
| ſiah? Not by St. Paul, nor by any other apoſ- 
tle, but by Car niszLe. Now. it appears 
difficult, if not impoſſible: to account for our 
Lord's conduct on this occaſion, but by ſup- 
* "ng one rk the e 1 8 8 Either, 

„ 


dat Wen been f eee ſupprimtente and Areded then, 28 to ſe- 
cure them from error: it not being conſiſtent with the honour of 
God to ſuffer them, who by miracles proved a miffion from him, to 
| amp a credit upon falſhood, by virtye of that miſſion. Jbid N. 


e | 


- 


© 
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te throvgh ignorance, he miſtock the true 
ſenſe of the paſſage, and then the perfect ion 


of his character as Prophet of his church muſt 


be given up: or, that he affumed the ho- 
nours of the paſſage to himſelf with a deſign 


to deceibe, and in this caſe it will be difficult 


to vindicate his character from the charge of 


 impoſture or laſtly, that in his application of 


it he was guided by ſuch wiſdom as rendered 
it impoſſible that he ſhould himſelf have 
been deceived, and at the ſame time was in- 
| fluenced by fuch perfect ſincerity as made it 
_ equally impoſlible that he ſhould ſeek to de- - 
ceive others. On your hypotheſis you are at 

liberty to adopt either of the former which 


| you ſhall think maſt for your purpoſe: for my- 
elf, I abide by the. laſt, feeling it impoſſible 


to reſiſt - the convction of the two former be- 


ing the very extreme of impiety; hoſtile to the 
authority of the New Teſtament, and utterly 
inconſiſtent with his character, who was en- 
dued with the Holy Spirit without meafure.” a 
4 ſay nothing of the inference from this cele-: 
brated paſſage in favour of Chriſt's divinity; 
but would content myſelf with requeſting that 
you would fupply an explicit anſwer to our 
Lord's queſtion on the text. If David then 


tag 9 him N How is he bis: f fon”? de 
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doubt your ſuperior inc of knowledge 
in this, as in all other reſpeds, will effectually 
ſecure you from the embarraſſment and conſe- 


| 3 ſilence of thoſe, to whom the ſion 
was e propounded. Mo 


* 


Your's, &c. 


#% * 


| 7 3 1 

Since the above was written I have found an anſwer to this queſtion 
in an eſſay, already referred to in theſe letters, concerning the inſpira- 
tion of Chriſt, I here inſert it with a remark that the reader may judge 
whether it ought to have been admitted as ſatisfaRory. "The writer of 
that article is of opinion that our Lord's object on this occaſion was 
merely to filence his adverſaries, and that for this purpoſe the paſſage 
in queſton is introduced as an argumentum ad bomines.”” But it is diffi- 
cult on this idea to diſcover how the intereſts of truth were promoted by 

this victory. For if the ſenſe that the Jews had attached to this paſ- 
ſage were erroneous, it would certainly have been more in character for 
Him as the /ight of the world to have corrected their miſtake, and eſpe- 
cially if it were likely to create an «ndue expectation concerning the 
perſonal dignity of the Meſſiah; if he availed himſelf of an abſurdity in 
their interpretation of it merely for the ſake of victory, the very ſuppo- 
Gtion degrades him to the rank of a mere ſophiſt. Such conduct, howe- 
ver, is certainly not incompatible with the character of a teacher, who 
being © 'yzccanLz"" might err: at the ſame time I cannot thipk this 


ac laat ſolution of quoitio 
ME LETTER 


CET Tz E W 
N | : 


REV. SIR, 


F follows, I think pretty clearly. from the 


1 preceding remarks that the hypotheſis -I 
am combating, deſtroys the authority of the 
New Teſtament. For, if, as your objection 
neceſſarily ſuppoſes, the plenary inſpiration 


of the apoſtles. with reſpect to the great ob- 
je& of their miſſion be once given up; I de- 
fire to be inſormed where we muſt. draw the 
line; or by what means we are in future to 


arrive at certainty concerning the obligation of 
any truth contained in that ſacred volume? 


You affect to ſmile at this objection as being 


calculated only to produce imaginary appre- 
henſions. You think that the evidence of 


chriſtianity is not, at all affected by ſuppoſing 


that the Apoltles and even. Chriſt himſelf 
»* often applied the ſcriptures of the Old 
* Teſtament very improperly, and with no 


_ 


better judgement than their unbelieving 


4 countrymen.” With whatever indifference 
you may advance, and other friends to Unita- 
| * 2 "© rianiſm 
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1 may receive, ſentiments like theſe; to 

to me as a friend to chriſtianity, it is really a 
ſerious buſineſs. Let the truth of your repre- 
ſentation be a examined. * 


great impediment, which has for ſo many 
** centuries ſtood in the way of Jews and Ma- 


% ' embracing chriſtianity, 1 been the doc- 
"ee trine of the trinity. WOES T3» THE PLS 


E-4 * 18 L £ b bw * . . * R 


Allowing for a moment this' to be true, 


" againſt chriſtianity, are on this account well 
"founded; if appears to me demonſtrable, that 
"Chriſt and his apoſtles have in a principal degree 
contributed fo this inſuperable impediment in 
the way of unbelievers. For it is, Sir, on 


MH tures made by C riſt and is apoſtles,” which 
1 you have <hofen' to "repreſent as in 4 * high 
4 degree imptoper, and made with no better 
judgment than was poſſeſſed by their unbe- 


"chriſtians from the beginning have chiefly 
= founded this obtioxious doctrine. Now as it is 
= not probable d priori. that God: would commu- 
=z nicate more * to Chriſt and his apoſ- 

tles 


1 


Dr. Prieſtley i is firmly of opinion « that the 


* hometans and effectually prevented their 


"and that the prejudices, conceived by them 


thoſe very applications of 'the ancient fcrip- 


3 1 20 lieving Zountrymen, that the great body of 
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_ than the great object of their miſſion re- 
quired; neither can it be imagined, without 
impiety, that he would ſuffer them in the dif- 
charge of their office to commit, and to be 
chiefly inſtrumental in perpetuating ſuch miſtakes 
as muſt in their very nature tend to defeat that 
object. This however muſt be the caſe on 
Fu 2 en 


> How this view of their character is likely 
to operate in other reſpects may be beſt illuſ- 
trated by an example. Suppoſe an hiſtorian 


of our own country (Mr. Hume for inſtance) 
could be convicted of having through igno- 
rance or credulity miſrepreſented any material 


= 


* 


fact in the hiſtory of any given reign; we 
will imagine in the biography of ſome eminent 


charadter; or in fixing ſome important æra in 


the hiſtory of our conſtitution. I would aſk 
Dr. Prieſtley as a proſeſſor of hiſtory (and 
therefore a very competent judge) how ſuch 


$a 


- a circumſtance would affect the general hiſta- 
"ical character of wag in his eſtimation : ? | 


2. 75 ui not ; wvantonly place your opi- 


nions in an invidious point of light; but 1 


would ſeriouſly aſk, may not any man, conſiſt- 


5 1 enough with your doctrine, ſet up a de- 


fence of the worſt opinions, and even excuſe 
3 *:="<. 
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the moſt villainous practice by * a: ; 
that the paſſages of ſcripture which condemn, 


or prohibit his condu& are not of divine 


authority? This conſequence, Sir, however 


ſhocking to common ſenſe, and ſubverſive of 
every ſound principle of morality, ſeems to 
my mind, the . neceſſary reſult of this danger- 
ous opinion. For, let the ſtable baſis of in- 
Fallible inſpiration be once deſtroyed, and it 


will inevitably follow, that the authority of 


the New Teſtament muſt revert to private 
Judgment. This you need not be informed is 
as various as are the different complexions of 
the human ſpecies; and obſervation muſt have 
convinced a man of your opportunities, that 
its deciſions will be capricious, erroneous, and 
oppoſite, according to the different intereſts 
or vices of mankind. In ſuch a caſe, what 
becomes of the rule of duty? To direct us to 
mere. regſon, as our guide, would be trifling 
alike with our underſtanding, and our happi- 
neſs. For what, it may be aſked, has mere rea- 
ſon done for men in circumſtances very ſimi- 


lar to thoſe, to which it is the obvious ten- 
dency of this doctrine to reduce us? St. 


Paul (whatever be the diſqualifications under 
which you ſuppoſe him to labour) may, I _ 


preſume, in this inſtance. be admitted as 


% 


LETTERS ro TRE REV. DR. PRIESTLEY. 26 25 


8 competent authority. He exprelity: af- 
firms of men enjoying every advantage of 
natural religion, that when they knew God, 

they glorified him not as God, neither were 
«* thankful; but became vain in their imagina- 


es tions, and their fooliſh heart was darkened.” 


How is this extraordinary fact to be accounted 
for? May it not be reſolved by this fingle ob- 
ſervation, that mere reaſon, however aided by 
natural lights, ſpeaks without influence, unleſs 
her diQates be enforced by ſome . e au- 
n nem by us to be infallible? 


0 7 On the Tyſtem a received by 
chriſtians this | infallible authority is placed in 
the inſpiration | of the ſcriptures, and it is ac- 
| knowledged to be that alone, which is in fact 
capable of giving efficacy to precept. But if 

we adopt your hypotheſis, and wreſt from the 
ſcriptures this authority ; (as its ſubſtitute. is 
not to be found in the mere reaſon of mankind 
even in the moſt enlightened periods of their 
hiſtory) ſociety, Sir, has a @laim on you, and 
it becomes your duty as a good citizen to aſ- 
ſign it ſome adequate ſecurity, ſor its exiſtence 
and peace. It is ſeriouſly incumbent on Dr. 
Prieſtley, before he utterly renounces the au- 
thority of ſcripture, to produce ſome more effi- 
cacious/and explicit ground of moral obligati- 
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an ; fome authority PRO which adheres our 
underſtandings, nor our paſſions, however im- 
pelled by the allurements of ſenſe, or per- 
verted by the beguiling iniluence of a ſpurious 
Philoſophy, may be at liberty to appeal. I 
have endeavoured ſerinuſly to underſtand you, 

and can with truth affirm, I have no intereſt 
awhatever to promote by a miſrepreſentation of 
your ſentiments. I hall therefore, without 
apology, ſpeak out my ſentiments. Theſe 
_ -ablige me to ſay that as your theory of inſpi- 
ration appears to my underitanding, it is big 
with every miſchief. That opinion, Sir, 
which thus openly attacks the baſis of moral 
obligation, looks not with a very favourable. af- 
pect on the' intereſts of ſociety. I tremble at 
the application of : your principle! Under its 
auſpices the decalogue is not more ſecure than 
the apoſlolic teſumony. For if the reaſon of 
the individual is to be the fole umpire in mat- 
ters of faith, why not in the choice of conduct 
alſo? It is evident, Sir, from your own ex- 
ample, that \thWe is no authority which this 
_ -yeaſon; may not diſpute, and it requires but 
| ittle diſcernment to perceive, that when once 
the authority of the legiſlator is called in quef- 
Lon (whether that authority be human or di- 
vine) an opportunity only is wanting to juſ- 
„ e in this view that your 
| — 
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opinions are worſe than ridiculous,” To thoſe 
who conſider the influence that, in a concur= == I 
' rence of events favourable to innovation, ſuch _ 2 
opinions may have on conduct, it is- truly a 3 
ſerious. concern; and it certainly. becomes 2 
you as a member of ſociety: to confider well 
the iſſue. You have put yourſeif under the 
conduct of free inquiry, to which, when modeſt- 
ly conducted, there can be no ſolid objection. 
But when I conſider this boaſted expedient for 
diſcovering truth, as it hath hitherto been ex- 
emplified in the: theological, writings of Dr. 
Prieſtley; I am obliged to conſider it rather 
as a Hicentiouſneſs of opinion, generated by a love 
of innovation, which diſdains ſubmiſſion. to- every 
authority, that may be ſuſpected to interfere 
with the intereſts of Unitarianiſm, 


4. 1 the FILES, Te remarks be juſt they. will 
I truſt contribute ſomething to the great object 
of this addreſs : this was a vindication of the 
apoſtolic teſtimony). The ſenſe of this teſtimo- 
ny it is not my preſent -deſigu.to develope ; 
this has been done- repeatedly, and ſo far as 

concerns the Church of God in general with 
ſufficieat effect. If the infallibility. of this teſti- 
mony can once be eſtabliſhed, nothing farther 
ſeems requiſite to determine its ſenſe in favour 
of W than a common underſtanding ac 
companied 
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companied by chriſtian ſimplicity, Let it not 
be deemed illiberal if I add, your own conduct 
affords more than a preſumption that you are of 
the ſame opinion. I ſpeak from my apprehen- 
ſions of your conduct. If I mifinterpiet-your 
deſign, I am ready to receive and to acknow- 
ledge correction. But let any man of candour 


attend to the manner, in which you would diſ- 


Poſe of the argument from ſcripture in proof 
the Trinity: let him examine with care your 
very ingenious attempt to bring this only 
deciſe ve mode of proof into diſcredit by divert- 
ing the attention of chriſtians to early opinions 
and general conſiderations, mediums of proof 
which in the determination of this controverſy 
are little better than learned impertinences; 
let him contemplate you, now depoſing Chriſt 
and his apoſtles from the ſeat of infallible 
_ authority; anon, exalting them on the ſhould- 
ers of Ebion, and other his' worthy cotempo- 
raries, as teachers . ſent from God. Let him 
behold even Dr. Prieſtley floundering in the 
toils of popiſh ſophiſtry: at one time inva- 
lidating the authority of ſcripture ; at another, 
ſupporting that authority by the teſtimony of 
of the church: and again, when expedient, 
bringing the authority of both iuto queſtion! 
And what will be his inference from ſuch con- 
duct? Will he inſtantly conclude that a di- 


ho] who can have recourſe to ſhifts like 
; theſe 
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theſe is ſerious, when he talks of the ſcriptures 
as favourable to his opinions? Were I to an- 
ſwer for ſuch a man, I would ſay thus; if Dr. 
Prieſtley really finds his opinions in the New 
Teſtament, he neither needs, nor will he re- 
quire a more ſure word of teflimony:” if he 
does not, he is impoſing upon himſelf, while 
he imagines that his probabilities, general conſidera- 
tions and acute conjectures (however managed by 
his ſuperior talent for diſputation, and backed 
by the whole weight of his philoſophical cha- 
racer) will paſs with men of diſcernment and. 
conſcience as of equal * | 


Upon the whole. Sir, your ſyſtem furniſhes 
no new or ſuificient reaſon, why we ſhould 


renounce that famous principle of the great 


Chillingworth, viz. ** THE BIBLE IS THE 
| RELIGION OF PROTESTANTS.” | 


 _ . CONCLUSION - 
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HE introduction of character, or of confide- 
© rations merely of perſonal nature, has been 
deſervedly conſidered as a mere art of contro- 

.verſy; beneath the dignity of religious truth 
and unworthy the uſe of a chriſtian miniſter. 
It is, however, become neceſſary to admoniſh 
Dr. Prieſtley, that his opponents in this con- 
troverſy derive the importance of the doctrines in 
queſtion, not from the relation they bear to any 


form of eſtabliſhed opinions, but from the rank 
they hold in the oracles of truth. They are 


well convinced, that if the doctrine of the Tri- 


nity has not its foundation in theſe oracles, the 


ſupport it may now receive from the influence 


of eſtabliſhments cannot, nor would they with 
it, to be of long continuance. On the other 
hand, if it has for its baſis the foundation of 
the Apoſtles and Prophets, they rejoice in the 
| perfuaſion of its being alike ſecure from the 
treachery of indifference, or the more natural 
machinations of innovation and ſcepticiſm. 
They confeſs themſelves to be men en- 
compaſſed with infirmity, but they will, 


meekly, reſent every overt ſufpicion of their 
integrity. If they have contended earnefily for the 
5 Ns Mon |. + © 1" 
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their contention, Sir, has not 8 — . 4 nor 
the mere reſult of an intereſted” policy. But 


were it even ſo, and you could magnify inſinu- 
ation into evidence, tlie reproach fall on them · | 
ſelves! Unitarianiſm could derive no laſting 
advantage from the diſcovery. The queſtion | 


is now pretty generally underſtood. It is not, 


I believe, how men may defend, or from what 
motives they may be induced to oppoſe eſta- 
bliſhed opinions; but on lat ecken pe Re N 
N themſelves reſt. EO LOS 


- Men and their motives out tof the queſtions ; | 


„ 


this: : of ing, to your a the _ 


n of; the nal. be competent to deter- 


28 the authority, as well as the ſenſe of 


ſcripture; our faith muſt, contrary to ſcripture, 
ſtand iu the wiſdom. of man: but if on the 


other hand. the INFALLIBILITY 0 the apoſtolic 


teſtimony be ,a defenſible: doctrine, without. 
Precluding the uſe of reaſon. it places our 
_Aith, where truly enhghtened: reaſon requires 


i ſhould Hbe, i in the POWER OF GOD... 1 e 
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